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The doctrine of law of the case is a discretionary rule of practice, and deviation from it is allowed under certain 
circumstances. 


The law of the case doctrine does not constitute a limitation on the court's authority! but rather is a discretionary? rule of 
practice? governed by the particular circumstances of the case,“ which promotes the finality and efficiency of the judicial process 
by protecting against the continued litigation of settled issues. Essentially, the doctrine means that a court ordinarily ought 


to respect and follow its own rulings made earlier in same case° and should not reopen issues decided in its earlier stages.’ 
However, it has also been said that although the doctrine is not an inexorable command, it is waived only for the most cogent 


of reasons.°® 


Departure from the application of the doctrine is allowed in exceptional circumstances,” as when there has been an intervening 
change in the controlling law!” or a substantial change in the facts or evidence, l or if the prior holding was clearly erroneous 


and would create a manifest injustice. 12 The law of the case does not have the inexorable effect of res judicata, !? and does not 


preclude a court from reconsidering an earlier ruling, if the court believes that the ruling was probably erroneous and that more 


harm would be done by adhering to the earlier rule than from the delay incident to reconsideration. 14 
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Cases: 


While the law of the case doctrine, which forecloses reconsideration of issues that were decided, or that could have been 
decided, during prior proceedings, does not rigidly bind Court of Appeals to its former decisions, the Court generally adheres 
to prior decisions in subsequent stages of the same case unless cogent and compelling reasons militate otherwise. Choi v. Tower 
Research Capital LLC, 2 F.4th 10 (2d Cir. 2021). 


Law-of-the-case doctrine dictates that courts must follow decisions made in earlier proceedings to prevent relitigation of settled 
issues in a case, thereby protecting settled expectations of parties, ensuring uniformity of decisions, and promoting judicial 
efficiency. Vogt v. State Farm Life Insurance Company, 19 F.4th 1071 (8th Cir. 2021). 


The law of the case doctrine is subject to three exceptions that may arise when (1) the decision is clearly erroneous and its 
enforcement would work a manifest injustice, (2) intervening controlling authority makes reconsideration appropriate, or (3) 
substantially different evidence was adduced at a subsequent trial. Grand Canyon Trust v. Provencio, 26 F.4th 815 (9th Cir. 
2022). 


Under law of the case doctrine, court may exercise its discretion to entertain relitigation of settled issues if the failure to do so 
would work a manifest injustice. Entek GRB, LLC v. Stull Ranches, LLC, 840 F.3d 1239 (10th Cir. 2016). 


The law of the case doctrine does not preclude reconsideration of previously decided issues in extraordinary circumstances such 
as where (1) new evidence is available, (2) a supervening new law has been announced, or (3) the earlier decision was clearly 
erroneous and would create manifest injustice. Wayne Land and Mineral Group, LLC v. Delaware River Basin Commission, 
331 F.R.D. 583 (M.D. Pa. 2019). 


The underlying purpose of the law of the case doctrine is to maintain consistency and avoid reconsideration of matters once 
decided during the course of a single, continuous lawsuit. State v. Garcia, 516 P.3d 578 (Idaho 2022). 


The law-of-the-case doctrine promotes judicial efficiency and protects parties settled expectations by preventing parties from 
relitigating settled issues within a single action. Spratt v. Crete Carrier Corporation, 311 Neb. 262, 971 N.W.2d 335 (2022). 


The law of the case doctrine is a flexible rule that may be disregarded when a subsequent ruling can be based on an expanded 
record. DiMaggio v. Tucker, 288 A.3d 981 (R.I. 2023). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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